House of Commons
them to the conference of the franchise upon the "poor
and stupid'* section of the population. He would have
argued, as Macaulay argued to the House of Commons
in the debate on the Charter, that there is no possible
compatibility between universal suffrage and the rights
of private property. That road, he would have felt, leads
straight to the destruction of parliamentary government.
It is on that road that we have set our feet; and it
is, clearly, important to discuss the change in the prin-
ciples of parties in the effect they may have upon the
working of the House of Commons* Those changes are,
in their fundamentals, two in number. The first is the
virtual fusion of the Liberal Party with its Conservative
rival to form what is now substantially a party for the
defence of the private ownership of the means of pro-
duction. The second is the open espousal by the Labour
Party, now the alternative Government in the State, of
the principle of the public ownership of the means of
production. What is likely to be the effect of this change
upon the working of those characteristics of parliamentary
government which are, as I have here argued, the secret
of its success?
It is, of course, clear that the Conservative Party has
moved widely from the moorings Bagehot would have
regarded as a safe harbour in his own day. For good or
iD, we live in a collectivist society; and,, granted a par-
liamentary system based on universal suffrage—the
assumption is of primary importance—even a party which
exists to defend capitalism must use the power of the
State to mitigate the consequences of social and economic
inequality. The margins of the "concessions," to use
Bagehot's own terms, which a party of property con-
ceives itself bound to yield are ampler by far than any
he could have imagined* What the "best opinion** of the

